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ABSTRACT 
 
Despite theory suggesting that values guide the perception and behavior of individuals in 
work settings, values have yet to be systematically investigated in terms of their relationships 
with organizational outcomes. Moreover, according to Schwartz’s value theory (Schwartz, 1992) 
and person-environment fit theory (e.g., Kristof, 1996), value fit indices, which quantify the 
degree of match between an individual’s and an organization’s values, should be more strongly 
related to organizational outcomes than are value scores alone. Three previous meta-analyses 
(Verquer, Beehr & Wagner, 2003; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005; Arthur, Bell, 
Villado & Doverspike, 2006) have examined the relation between value fit and organizational 
outcomes. The present paper extends meta-analytic research on values by including value score 
and focusing on methodological aspects of the measurement of values. The results based on 66 
studies and 74 samples showed that values were related to job satisfaction (ρvalue_score=.30; 
ρvalue_fit = .53) and job performance (ρvalue_score = .14; ρvalue_fit= .24). More importantly, value fit 
indices had stronger relationships with organizational outcomes (ρvalue_fit = .38) than did value 
scores (ρvalue_score = .21). Various moderators were analyzed. Value fit indices were more related 
to job satisfaction and job performance than were value scores. Additionally, work values were 
more related to OCB, compared to basic values and cultural values. Measurement of value fit 
using perceived fit had a stronger correlation with withdrawal and job satisfaction, compared to 
subjective fit and objective fit methods. Finally, mediation analysis showed that job satisfaction 
mediates the relation between values and job performance. Overall, the results suggest that 
values hold promise for predicting organizational outcomes, and the value fit between individual 
and organization was more predictive of organizational outcomes than were value scores alone. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Values play a central role in an individual’s work outcomes. Empirical support for the 
link of values to organizational outcomes comes from three meta-analyses: Verquer, Beehr and 
Wagner (2003), Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman and Johnson (2005), and Arthur, Bell, Villado and 
Doverspike (2006). Verquer et al. (2003) found that value fit was moderately related to job 
satisfaction and turnover intentions. Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) had extended Verquer et al. 
(2003)’s definition of value fit, and found links with job satisfaction and turnover intention at the 
person-organization level of fit. Arthur et al. (2006), on the basis of the previous two works, had 
found small link between person-organization fit and job performance. The meta-analytic studies 
have shown that when an individual’s values match those of the organization, they are more 
satisfied with their jobs, identify with the organization, and are less likely to leave the 
organization (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003; Arthur et al., 2006).  
The present paper extends past meta-analytic research in terms of scope and 
methodology. First, the previous meta-analyses (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003; 
Arthur et al., 2006) focused on general fit between person and environment. The current study 
focuses specifically on values fit, and uses primary studies published since 2006. Second, past 
meta-analysis did not investigate different methods of measuring values. The effect sizes 
represented a mixture of findings that correlate value scores and a variety of fit indices with 
organizational outcomes. Understanding the methodology of how values are related to outcomes 
is important for theoretical and practical purposes. The present meta-analysis updates previous 
findings and focus mainly on values. The current study unravels the variety of methods that are 
used to study values by separately calculating effect sizes for value scores and value fit indices.   
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We begin by discussing the concepts of values and value fit, noticing that values directly 
guide individual’s behavior while value fit concept is based on the idea of fit between 
individual’s values and the environment. I then discuss theoretical reasons why values would 
predict job satisfaction and job performance, and provide empirical support for these 
propositions. Next, I review moderators that might influence the relation between values and 
organizational outcomes. The moderators include concept of values (i.e., value scores, value fit), 
different types of value scores (i.e., work values, basic values, culture values), and different 
methods of measuring value fit (i.e., perceived fit, subjective fit, objective fit). Finally, I explore 
the relation between values, job satisfaction, and job performance through mediation models. 
Values Framework 
Consistent with prior research (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; 
Edwards & Cable, 2009), I refer to values as general beliefs about the importance of desirable 
behaviors or goals. According to Schwartz’s (1992, 2006, 2012; Schwartz et al., 2012) theory of 
basic individual values: (a) values motivate behavior, (b) values are ordered by importance 
relative to one another, and (c) the relative importance of values guides action. Schwartz’s 
(2012) nineteen value types are related to each other in a circular arrangement that represents a 
motivational continuum, where values that are closer to each other in the continuum share 
similar underlying motivations and values that are more distant in the continuum tend to have 
contrasting underlying motivations. Values influence behavior when they are important to the 
individual and relevant to a certain context (Schwartz, 2012). Schwartz’s theoretical position is 
based on the idea of person-environment fit, which is broadly defined as the congruence between 
an individual's characteristics and his or her work environment (Caplan, 1987; Chatman, 1989; 
Edwards, 1991; Kristof, 1996).  
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Value fit, based on the person-environment fit (P-E fit) theory, is referred to as the 
similarity between values held by individuals and values held by organizations (Edwards & 
Cable, 2009). According to the theory, an individual's work environment positively reinforces his 
or her values and other characteristics (Pervin, 1968; Schneider, 1987; Cable & Judge, 1996). 
The relation between value fit and organizational outcomes is well described in one widely 
studied aspect of P-E fit, supplementary fit. Supplementary fit occurs when an individual’s 
characteristics (e.g., values, personality) are similar with those of the organization (Muchinsky & 
Monahan, 1987). According to Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) 
framework (Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995; Schneider, Smith & Goldstein, 2000), 
individuals are attracted to organizations because of similarity between the individual’s goals and 
those of the organization. Organizations also select individuals based on the similarity or match 
between the organization’s and individual’s goals. Finally, individuals who have similar goals 
with those of the organization tend to be satisfied with the organization and stay in the 
organization for longer. Good fit is associated with positive outcomes for the employee and the 
organization, including job satisfaction and job performance, whereas poor fit is associated with 
undesirable outcomes (Maynard & Parfyonava, 2013). For example, job performance, which is 
one’s contribution toward the attainment of organizational goals, will result from good value fit 
because individuals will be motivated to work toward goals that are also considered important by 
an organization. Value fit is thus assumed to predict job satisfaction and job performance. We’ll 
discuss this in more detail in the following sections. 
Values and Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction has long been considered a function of both person and environment 
(e.g., Mount & Muchinsky, 1978). The fit between individual’s values and those of the 
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organization is considered as one potential predictor of job satisfaction. So how does value fit 
between the individual and their environment lead to job satisfaction? The explanation put forth 
by Edwards and Cable (2009) is that value fit will (a) enhance communication between 
individual and the environment (e.g., supervisor and co-workers), (b) increase predictability of 
the environment or the organization's needs and rewards, (c) influence the individual to be more 
involved with the environment, and (d) build up trust of the individual toward the environment. 
Value fit increases the predictability and agreement of the individual toward the environment, 
because when the individual's values match those of an organization, they are more likely to 
share similar opinions and goals.  
Values and Performance 
Motivation is broadly considered as a direct determinant of performance (Campbell, 
Gasser, & Oswald, 1996; Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1988). According to motivation theory 
(Kanfer, 1990), in work settings, motivation drives performance through its influence on (a) the 
behavior and goals chosen by the individual (direction), (b) the amount of effort that is put forth 
to achieve the goals (vigor), and (c) the length of time that is invested in the process 
(persistence). Values motivate behavior through the relative importance of different values in 
certain context. For example, studies on academic achievement have shown that an individual’s 
perception of what area is important is related to student’s motivation to do well in that area 
(Lee, 2002). Figure 1 illustrates the relations among values, motivation, and performance.  
Values are directional because values serve as criteria that guide the selection of 
individual’s actions and events (Schwartz, 2012). Individuals evaluate what is good or bad, 
worth doing or avoiding based on their values. For example, researchers have argued that when 
individuals are evaluating which occupation to pursue, work values underlie individual's ideas of 
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what is important (Ros, Schwartz, & Surkiss, 1999). Work values guide individuals’ series of 
actions such as choice of which occupational aspects to stress during information search and how 
to sort different occupational choices. Second, values stimulate effort because values act as 
desirable goals that motivate action (Schwartz, 2012). Individuals take action to meet their 
desirable goals and invest a reasonable amount of effort. Last, values sustain pursuit. Past meta-
analytic estimate of rank-order stability based on 28 longitudinal samples reported that work 
values were highly stable (ρ = .62; Jin & Rounds, 2012). Values tend to be more stable after age 
of 22 (ρ = .63 for age 12 to 17.9; ρ = .57 for age 18 to 21.9; ρ = .66 for age 22 to 25.9; ρ = .65 for 
age 26 and after), when the majority of individuals have finished higher education and entered 
the job market. This stability suggests that values can consistently guide and stimulate efforts of 
individuals.  
 Based on the above arguments, I propose my first hypothesis as follows:  
Hypothesis 1: Values are related to job satisfaction and job performance. 
Verquer et al. (2003) found that value fit was moderately related to job satisfaction (Avg 
r = .25, ρ = .28; based on 18 effect sizes; 95% CI [.01, .54]). Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) had 
extended Verquer et al.’s (2003) definition of value fit, and found stronger links of value fit with 
job satisfaction (Avg r = .41, ρ = .51; based on 45 effect sizes; 95% CI [.16, .66]) at the person-
organization level of fit. Arhur et al. (2006) found moderate link between value fit and job 
satisfaction (Avg r = .29, ρ = .36; based on 46 effect sizes; 95% CI [.25, .33]). However, their 
main focus was not the relation between value fit and job satisfaction. They pointed out that job 
satisfaction was included in the study for comparison with previous studies (Arthur et al., 2006). 
I expect to find similar effect sizes between values and satisfaction to those reported in the 
Kristof-Brown et al.’s (2005) meta-analysis, as Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) is a slightly more 
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updated work than Verquer et al. (2003) which studied job satisfaction as main outcome variable. 
Because the current meta-analyses have included additional primary studies, I expect the 
confidence interval of the current study to be smaller than the confidence interval reported by 
Kristof-Brown et al. (2005). Past empirical research has reported a weak relation between values 
and various aspects of job performance (e.g., task performance: Taris & Feij, 2001; OCB: 
Arthaud-Day et al., 2012; Maynard & Parfyonava, 2013) ranging from to -.05 to .13. Based on 
the past studies, I expect to find small average correlations, around ~.1 (Cohen, 1988) for values 
and performance. 
Value Scores and Value Fit Indices 
Generally, when studying the relation between values and outcomes such as job 
satisfaction and job performance, researchers have used two methods of relating values to 
outcomes: value scores and value fit index. 
According to Schwartz’s value theory (Schwartz, 1992), values are related to desirable 
organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction and job performance, because values influence 
action when they are relevant in the context and important to the individual. Additionally, 
according to P-E fit theory (e.g., Caplan, 1987; Kristof, 1996), value fit is expected to be related 
to organizational outcomes because the match between individual's values, needs or goals and 
the opportunity and resources that the organization can provide will motivate the individual to 
maximize their performance and be satisfied when goals were reached.  
Although there had not been meta-analytic studies looking at the effect of using different 
types of value measures to predict job satisfaction and job performance, past meta-analytic 
studies on interests have shown that the correlation between interest fit indices and performance 
were stronger than for interest scores alone (Nye, Su, Rounds, & Drasgow, 2012).  Person-
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environment fit theory suggests that beneficial outcomes will result when the characteristics of 
an individual and the environment are well matched (Kristof, 1996). Thus, I propose a second 
hypothesis as follows: 
Hypothesis 2: Value fit indices are more related to job satisfaction and job performance 
than are value scores. 
Moderators 
In this section, I consider potential moderators of the relation between values and 
organizational outcomes.  
Value types. There are generally three kinds of values: basic values, work values, and 
cultural values. Basic values refer to goals that act as general guiding principles in individuals’ 
lives, which consists of four higher-order value types: openness to change, conservation, self-
transcendence, and self-enhancement (Schwartz, 2012).  
Work values are expressions of basic values in a work setting. From Schwartz’s 
perspective, there are four types of work values: intrinsic work values, extrinsic work values, 
social work values, and prestige work values. Each of the four types of work values is related to 
higher-order basic value types: openness to change, conservation, self-transcendence, and self-
enhancement. Intrinsic work values emphasize importance of pursuit of personal autonomy, 
interests, and growth in work; extrinsic work values emphasize importance of security and 
maintenance of order in work through external rewards and supports; social work values refer to 
importance of individuals maintaining positive social relations and contributing to society 
through work; prestige work values refer to the importance of individuals’ prestige, power, and 
achievement in work (Ros, Schwartz, Surkiss, 1999). Work values are related to basic values, but 
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because they are more closely related to work settings, they are more likely to predict 
performance.  
Aside from basic values and work values, there are also culturally-distinct values. 
Cultural characteristics such as individualism-collectivism and power distance are considered to 
be valued differently across cultures (e.g., Triandis, 2001). Examples of past findings have 
shown relations between collectivism and employees’ work-related behaviors such as 
commitment (Wang, Bishop, Chen, & Scott, 2002) and OCB (Cohen & Avrahami, 2006). In 
general terms, individuals who are oriented toward collectivism tend to have a more salient 
identity of their membership in various social groups, and are more likely to identify with the 
profession or organization. The individuals tend to subordinate personal goals to organizational 
goals (Wang et al. 2002).  
Based on different characteristics of basic values, work values, and cultural values, I 
expect value types to moderate the relation between values and organizational outcomes. I 
propose my third hypothesis as follows:  
Hypothesis 3: Value types will moderate the relation between value scores and job 
satisfaction and job performance. Specifically, compared to basic values and cultural 
values, it is expected that work values are more related to job satisfaction and job 
performance.  
Fit types. There are generally two ways of measuring fit: direct measures and indirect 
measures. Direct measures of fit ask the individual: to what extent does your characteristic match 
that of the environment? In comparison, indirect measure assess fit by comparing person and 
environment characteristics that were obtained through different methods or sources (Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005). Direct measures of fit, or perceived fit, refer to direct assessment of the 
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compatibility of person and environment. Indirect measures of fit are further divided into 
subjective fit and objective fit. For subjective fit, the information of person and environment's 
characteristics are both provided by the same individual. For objective fit, the information of the 
characteristic of person is collected through self-report of the individual, while the information of 
the characteristic of environment is collected through other sources (e.g., supervisor rating, 
incumbent ratings). In other words, subjective fit measures the match between the person and 
environment as they are separately perceived and reported by the person. In comparison, 
objective fit measures the match between the person as it is perceived and reported by the person 
and the environment, which exists "independently" from the person's perception (Kristof-Brown 
et al., 2005). 
Perceived fit allows the greatest amount of individual perception because the items used 
to measure perceived fit are usually similar items that directly ask the respondent their perception 
of the fit. This allows the respondents to apply their own weighting scheme to various aspects of 
the environment. Because individual perception is the basis for change of individual attitude and 
behavior, value fit measured through perceived fit is expected to demonstrate the largest relation 
with organizational outcomes compared to other ways of measuring value fit. Similar to 
perceived fit, subjective fit collects information from a single respondent, thus it's also largely 
dependent on the individual's perception. Thus, it is expected that value fit measured through 
subjective fit will have similar degree of relation with organizational outcomes as that of 
perceived fit, with perceived fit having slightly stronger relation with organizational outcomes 
because it uses individual's holistic assessment of fit. Finally, compared to perceived fit and 
subjective fit, objective fit is independent of individual’s perception of the fit. Thus, objective fit 
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is expected to have the weakest relation with organizational outcomes, job satisfaction and job 
performance.  I propose my fourth hypothesis as follows: 
Hypothesis 4: Fit types will moderate the relation between value scores and both job 
satisfaction and job performance. Compared to subjective fit and objective fit, perceived 
fit is expected to be most related to job satisfaction and job performance.  
Job Satisfaction as Mediator of the Effect of Values on Job Performance 
Previous research (e.g., Hulin & Judge, 2003; Crede, Chernyshenko, Stark, Dalal, & 
Bashshur, 2007) has suggested that job satisfaction is a mediator of the relation between 
individual’s perception of the job situation and volitional workplace behaviors. Theoretical 
frameworks (e.g., Social-Exchange Theory, Thibaut, & Kelley, 1959; Norm of Reciprocity, 
Gouldner, 1960; Perceived Organizational Support, Rhoades, & Eisenberger, 2002) have 
predicted that in organizational settings, when individuals perceive the working situations to be 
favorable, they will respond with behaviors that are beneficial to the organization and/or other 
individuals in the organization. In other words, when individuals are satisfied with certain 
characteristic of the organization (e.g., values), the individuals will tend to engage in better task 
performance and organizational citizenship behavior. On the other hand, when certain 
characteristic of the organization (e.g., values) led to less satisfaction, the individual will tend to 
be involved in behaviors that are harmful for the organization or other individuals in the 
organization. Examples of such behaviors are counterproductive work behavior and withdrawal. 
Crede and colleagues (2007) have found that job satisfaction can be placed as an antecedent of 
job performance, especially negative workplace behaviors. Based on the previous arguments and 
findings, I propose my fifth hypothesis as follows: 
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Hypothesis 5: Job satisfaction mediates the effect of values on job performance, such that 
the effect of values on job performance operates through job satisfaction. 
The current meta-analysis is a quantitative summary of the relations between values and 
organizational outcomes of job satisfaction and job performance. Studies that looked at the 
relations using value scores and value fit indices are studied separately. Different kinds of values 
and different ways of measuring value fit were expected to moderate the relation between values 
and organizational outcomes. Finally, the mediation effect of job satisfaction on the relation 
between values and job performance was studied. 
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METHODS 
 
Literature Search 
We conducted a literature search to identify both published and unpublished studies that 
investigated the relationship between values and organizational outcomes. Several methods were 
used to locate relevant studies. First, a literature search was conducted using the PsycINFO 
database for journal articles and technical reports in the areas of psychology, sociology and 
education, using combinations of the following two groups of keywords: values (work values, 
value fit, intrinsic value, self-actualization value, extrinsic value, security value, material value, 
social value, relational value, status value, power value) and organizational outcomes (job 
satisfaction, job performance, task performance, organizational citizenship behavior, OCB, 
contextual performance, withdrawal, behavioral withdrawal, job withdrawal, tardiness, 
absenteeism, turnover, retirement, psychological withdrawal, work withdrawal, 
counterproductive work behavior, CWB). Second, I searched in the ProQuest Dissertation 
Abstracts database for unpublished dissertations using the above keywords. Third, I searched the 
citations included in Verquer et al. (2003), Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) and Arthur et al. (2006) 
meta-analyses. Finally, I did a cross-reference check to exclude overlapping studies. 
Inclusion Criteria 
We eliminated studies if they met any one of the following five criteria. First, studies that 
reported validity results based on unit-level data only were excluded (Kraimer, 1997), because 
relations among aggregate data are not comparable to individual data (Ostroff, 1993). Second, 
studies that reported utility value (e.g., Hulleman, Godes, Hendricks, & Harackiewicz, 2010) or 
organization-related value (Wang, 2009) were excluded because utility value measures 
individuals’ perceived usefulness of an object (Hulleman et al., 2010) and organization-related 
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value illustrates the utility value that the organization deems important. Neither of these 
definitions is consistent with the value definition used in the current study. Studies where the 
definition of values was not clear (e.g., Ravlin & Ritchie, 2003) or included satisfaction (e.g., 
Hattrup, Mueller, & Aguirre, 2007) were also excluded from analysis. Third, studies that used 
unclear measures of the criterion, or studies where the measures of the criterion were a mixture 
of the criterion of interest and another criterion (e.g., Posner, 1992 measured work attitude, 
which included both job satisfaction and organizational commitment) were excluded. Similarly, 
studies in which values were examined as an interviewer’s judgment of applicant fit with the 
organization (e.g., Adkins, Russell, & Werbel, 1994) were excluded from analysis. Fourth, 
studies were only included if results were able to be extracted and analyzed in a meta-analysis as 
a validity estimate. For example, one study used values as criteria to create experimental material 
(Bonitz, Larson, & Armstrong, 2010). Other examples include literature reviews or theoretical 
papers that did not report original primary effect size estimates.  
We identified 93 studies that appeared to provide data concerning relations between 
values and the criteria of interest. Of these, 66 studies (71.74%), representing 74 independent 
samples, met all the criteria. These studies comprised a mix of published journal articles (k = 42), 
technical reports (k = 3), dissertations and theses (k = 12). Table 1 shows the total number and 
percentage of studies that were excluded according to each criterion. The input values for all the 
studies included in the meta-analysis are available in the Appendix. 
Study Variables 
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction refers to “a pleasurable or positive emotional state 
resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300). Based on 
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this definition, we went through the studies and coded effect sizes of the relation between values 
and job satisfaction. 
Performance criteria. Job performance included task performance, organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB), withdrawal, and counterproductive work behavior (CWB). I used 
the definition provided by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) to code task performance and 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (or contextual performance, pro-social organizational 
behavior). Withdrawal included both job withdraw and work withdraw (Hulin, 1991). Finally, 
counterproductive work behavior (CWB) included aggression, hostility, sabotage, theft, violence, 
and withholding of output.  
Value score and value fit index. Value score refers to using specific values to predict an 
organizational outcome. For example, using individuals’ scores on intrinsic values to predict job 
satisfaction. Value scores are usually measured using specific value scales. Value fit index refers 
to the match between individual and the environment (e.g., organization, co-worker) in terms of 
what they think are important. Value fit are either measured using items that directly ask for 
individual’s perception of the fit (perceived value measurement), or are calculated using distance 
(difference score) between the person and environment’s values, Pearson correlation between the 
person and environment’s values, or other methods (subjective value measurement and objective 
value measurement). The current study adopted two main kinds of value fit index calculation: 
distance and Pearson correlation. When distance was used as the method of calculation, d to r 
transformation (Schmidt & Hunter, 2014) was adapted to unify the scale of effect size. 
Polynomial regression (Edwards & Parry, 1993) was recommended as a measure of fit, but 
because regression coefficients are not typically suitable to be included in meta-analysis 
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(Schmidt & Hunter, 2014), studies using polynomial regression to measure value fit were 
omitted from the current analysis. 
Value types. I examined whether different kinds of value types will have varying 
influence on the relation between value scores and outcomes. Specifically, basic value, work 
values and cultural value were taken into consideration. As mentioned above, basic values refer 
to the basic values individuals hold in life (Schwartz, 1992). Work values refer to values in the 
work setting. Work values include intrinsic work value, extrinsic work value, social work value, 
and prestige work value (Ros, Schwartz, Surkiss, 1999). Cultural values refer to values related to 
cultural characteristics such as individualism-collectivism (e.g., Cohen, 2007; Chen & Kao, 
2011; Chan & Snape, 2013).  
Fit types. I examined whether different methods of measuring value fit moderated the 
relationship between value fit and organizational outcomes. As mentioned earlier, there are two 
kinds of fit measures: direct fit measure and indirect fit measure. Measurements of indirect fit 
include objective fit and perceived fit. According to definitions mentioned earlier, value fit was 
identified as subjective fit if it was obtained by directly asking an individual how well they 
thought their values matched those of the organization. Value fit was identified as objective fit if 
it included someone else's perceptions of the environment other than the target individual, and it 
was identified as perceived fit if the information of the individual’s values and the organization’s 
values were obtained from a single source (Verquer et al., 2003).  
Meta-Analysis Procedures 
Effect size estimate. According to Schmidt and Hunter (2014), the following steps were 
carried out to arrive at effect size estimates. First, correlations were corrected for unreliability 
using alpha values from previous meta-analysis or from primary study data. Second, sample 
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weighted mean correlations were calculated. Finally, variability in correlations were reported 
based on two indices: 95% confidence interval (95% CI) - estimate variability in the estimated 
mean correlation; 80% credibility interval (80 % CV) - estimate variability of the individual 
correlations in the population of studies. For studies that did not report an observed correlation 
between predictor and criterion of interest but reported means and standard deviations of 
predictor and criterion, “d” to “r” transformation was performed according to the procedure 
discussed in Schmidt and Hunter (2014, pp. 285-286). For the few studies that reported more 
than one effect sizes for a single sample, effect sizes were combined before analysis using 
methods recommended in Schmidt and Hunter (2014, pp. 135-138). 
Weighted least squares analysis. Weighted least squares analysis was used to study 
whether value types (work values, basic values, cultural values) moderated the relation between 
value scores and organizational outcome variables. Similarly, weighted least squares analysis 
was also used to study whether fit types (perceived fit, subjective fit, objective fit) moderate the 
relation between value fit and organizational outcome variables, respectively. Weighted least 
squares regression accounts for the heteroskedasticity of the samples, and is recommended for 
testing moderator effects in meta-analysis, rather than ordinary least squares analysis (Schmidt & 
Hunter, 2014). For a weighted least squares analysis, the criterion-related validity estimates were 
regressed on the moderators, weighting each study by the inverse of the sampling error variance. 
Each study's sampling error variance was calculated using formulas from Schmidt and Hunter 
(2014; pp. 98). Based on the characteristic of the method, the moderators were given binary 
dummy codes. Specifically, value score type was coded 0 if the study did not use work values, 
and was coded 1 if the study used work values; value fit types was coded 0 if the study did not 
use perceived value measure, and was coded 1 if the study used perceived value measure. 
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Meta-mediation analysis. To further study the relation between value, job satisfaction 
and job performance, I conducted meta-mediation analysis (Shadish, 1996) through subsequent 
analyses using structural equation modeling via Mplus 7.2. Mediation analysis was conducted 
using studies included in the current study that looked at value, job satisfaction and job 
performance at the same time.  
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RESULTS 
 
Hypothesis 1: Criterion-Related Validity 
Table 2 presents the meta-analysis results of the relation between values and 
organizational outcomes. Hypothesis 1 predicted that values are related to job satisfaction and 
job performance. Specifically, I hypothesized that both value fit and value scores are related to 
job satisfaction and job performance. The meta-analytic estimates supported hypothesis 1. 
Value scores. As shown in Table 2, value scores have a moderate relation with job 
satisfaction (ρ = .30, Avg r = .22). Value scores overall have a weak relation with job 
performance (ρ = .14, Avg r = .11).  
Value fit. As shown in Table 2, value fit indices were highly related to job satisfaction (ρ 
= .53, Avg r = .44). This effect size is similar to Kristof-Brown et al. (2005). They reported an 
effect size estimate of .51 and sample-weighted average effect size of .41 and larger. Verquer et 
al. (2003) reported an effect size estimate of .35 and sample-weighted average effect size of .31. 
Among different value fit measurement methods, perceived fit measure, or direct fit measure, 
was the best predictor of job satisfaction (ρ = .70, Avg r = .57) compared to subjective value fit 
(ρ = .43, Avg r = .35) and objective value fit (ρ = .15, Avg r = .12). Value fit indices overall 
have a moderate relation with job performance (ρ = .24, Avg r = .20). When value fit indices 
were used, withdrawal was best predicted (ρ = -.32, Avg r = -.27) compared to other job 
performance types (overall performance ρ = .11, Avg r = .08; task performance ρ = .06, Avg r 
= .06; OCB ρ = .20, Avg r = .16). 
Hypothesis 2: Comparison between Value Fit and Value Scores 
Hypothesis 2 predicted that value fit indices are more related to job satisfaction and job 
performance than value scores. The meta-analytic estimates supported hypothesis 2. 
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As shown in Table 2, value scores have a moderate relation with job satisfaction (ρ = .30, 
95% CI [.16, .45]). In comparison, value fit indices were stronger predictors of job satisfaction (ρ 
= .53, 95% CI [.42, .64]). However, the 95% confidence intervals of the two estimates 
overlapped. Figure 2 provides a forest plot to better observe the difference between the effect 
sizes of value scores and value fit.  
Hypothesis 3: Moderating Effect of Value Types 
 Hypothesis 3 predicted that value types moderated the relation between value scores and 
organizational outcomes. I expected that work values would be more related to job satisfaction 
and job performance than other types of values. Hypothesis 3 was partially supported.  
As shown in Table 2, the types of value scores did not differed in their relation with job 
satisfaction (basic values: ρ = .26, Avg r = .18; work values: ρ = 0.23, Avg r = .19). There were 
fewer than three studies reporting the relation of cultural values to job satisfaction, thus a meta-
analytic estimate was not calculated. Value scores best predicted OCB (ρ = .16, Avg r = .12) 
compared to other types of job performance. In comparison, value scores were relatively weak 
predictors of withdrawal (ρ = -.09, Avg r = -.07). Validity of value scores in predicting different 
types of job performance did not differ largely (overall performance ρ = .19, Avg r = .13; task 
performance ρ = .09, Avg r = .08). Other than the relation between value score and OCB, the 
effect size estimate of value scores and all other job performance had confidence intervals that 
included zero. Due to limitation in number of studies, only OCB had a validity estimate of the 
relation with all three value types: work values, basic values, and cultural values. From the 
result, work values seem to be the strongest predictor of OCB (ρ = .29, Avg r = .22) compared to 
the other two types of values (basic value ρ = .15, Avg r = .11; cultural value ρ = .08, Avg r 
= .06).  
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Figure 3 provides a forest plot to better observe the difference among the relation 
between different value fit types (perceived fit, subjective fit, objective fit) and organizational 
outcomes. Due to limited number of studies, I was only able to obtain all three value types for 
OCB. Thus, only the results for OCB were reported. 
To further test for moderator effects, weighted least squares regression was used. Results 
are shown in Table 3.  For studies with value scores as predictor, moderator effect of value types 
was tested. I created a dummy-coded variable, such that the dummy-coded variable was coded 1 
if value type was work value and coded 0 if the value type was basic value or cultural value. 
Results showed that value types were a statistically significant bivariate predictor of the relation 
between value scores and job satisfaction, but not for job performance. Contrary to expectation, 
the correlation between work values and job satisfaction was weaker compared to other types of 
values. As a moderator, value types accounted for 51% of the variance in observed validity 
(shrunken R2 = .49) of the relation between value scores and job satisfaction. Thus, hypothesis 3 
was partially supported.   
Hypothesis 4: Moderating Effect of Value Fit Types 
 Hypothesis 4 predicted that value fit type moderates the relation between value fit index 
and job satisfaction and the relation between value fit index and job performance. When value fit 
is measured using perceived fit, it is most related to job satisfaction and job performance. The 
results partially supported hypothesis 4. 
Due to limited number of samples, only withdrawal had effect size estimates available 
with all the value fit types included in the current study: perceived fit (direct fit), subjective fit 
(indirect fit), and objective fit (indirect fit). Perceived fit, or direct fit, was the strongest predictor 
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of withdrawal (ρ = -.41, Avg r = -.35) compared to the other two kinds of value fit measures, or 
indirect fits (subjective fit: ρ = -.30, Avg r = -.25; objective fit: ρ = .-10, Avg r = -.08).  
Figure 3 provides a forest plot to better observe the differences among the relations 
between different value fit types (perceived fit, subjective fit, objective fit) and organizational 
outcomes. Because of limited number of studies, I was only able to obtain all three fit types for 
job satisfaction and withdrawal. Thus, only the results for job satisfaction and withdrawal were 
reported. 
To further test for moderator effects, weighted least squares regression was used. Results 
are shown in Table 4.  For studies with value fit as a predictor, the moderator effect of value fit 
types was tested. I created a dummy-coded variable, such that the dummy-coded variable was 
coded 1 if value fit type was perceived fit, and coded 0 if the value fit type was subjective fit or 
objective fit.  Results showed that value fit type was a statistically significant bivariate predictor 
of the relation between value fit and job satisfaction, but not for job performance. When 
perceived fit was used as a measure of value fit, the relation between value fit and job 
satisfaction tended to be stronger compared to when other types of fit measures were used to 
measure value fit. Fit types accounted for 37% of the variance in observed validity (shrunken R2 
= .35) of the relation between value fit and job satisfaction. Hypothesis 4 assumed that fit types, 
specifically whether value fit was measured using direct fit or indirect fit, will moderate both the 
relation between value scores and job satisfaction and job performance. Hypothesis 4 was 
partially supported.  
Hypothesis 5: Mediating Effect of Job Satisfaction on the Relation between Value and Job 
Performance 
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Hypothesis 5 predicted that job satisfaction mediates the relation between value and job 
performance. The results supported hypothesis 5. Results showed that values are more related to 
job satisfaction than to job performance. To further study the relations among values, job 
satisfaction, and job performance, a mediation analysis was conducted using cross-sectional 
studies that are included in the current meta-analysis. The mediation analysis included 8 samples 
for value scores and 18 samples for value fit.  
SEM analyses showed a good model fit for the full mediation model for value scores (𝜒2 
= 30.00, df = 1, p = .00; RMSEA = .09; CFI = .95; SRMR = .03) and value fit (𝜒2 = 1.07, df = 1, 
p = .30; RMSEA = .00; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = .00). The relationship is shown in Figure 4 for 
value scores and Figure 5 for value fit. The results supported the hypothesized mediation model. 
Result of the Sobel test (Sobel, 1986; Selig & Preacher, 2008) showed that job satisfaction was 
statistically significant mediator of the relation between value score and job performance (t = 
9.55, p = .00) and value fit and job performance (t = 33.12, p = .00). This is consistent with 
Arthur et al. (2006)’s findings.  
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DISCUSSION 
 
The present study provides a quantitative summary of over 42 years of research, 
consisting of 66 studies, 74 samples, and 173 effect sizes. Overall, results suggest that values are 
valid predictors of job satisfaction and job performance. Values are stronger predictor of job 
satisfaction than job performance. Moreover, value fit indices are a better predictor of job 
satisfaction and job performance than are value scores. When value fit was measured using 
different methods, perceived value fit was most strongly related to job satisfaction and job 
performance, compared to subjective and objective value fit. 
Our findings are consistent with Kristof-Brown and colleague’s (2005) meta-analysis, 
which reported corrected correlation of .51 and average correlation of .41 (current study found a 
slightly higher corrected correlation of .53 and average correlation of .44) between value fit and 
job satisfaction.  
The moderator analysis showed that among different types of values, work values are 
more related to OCB compared to basic values and cultural values. Among different ways of 
measuring value fit, perceived fit had a stronger relation with withdrawal and job satisfaction 
compared to subjective fit and objective fit methods. Finally, the mediation analysis supported 
the hypothesis that job satisfaction mediates the relation between values and job performance.   
Implications for Theory 
 The finding that values predict job satisfaction and job performance provides support for 
P-E fit theory and Schneider’s ASA theory (Schneider, 1987). As mentioned earlier, according to 
P-E fit theory and Schneider’s ASA theory, the match between an individual’s characteristic and 
that of the organization will result in beneficial organizational outcomes (Kristof, 1996). Value 
fit is a supplementary fit, or the similarity of the individual’s values and those of the 
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organization. High supplementary fit influences individuals to perceive higher satisfaction and 
strive for better job performance (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Schneider, 1987).  
Another implication is that the relation between perceived fit and organizational 
outcomes differs from the relation between outcomes and fit measured other ways (subjective fit 
and objective fit); consistent with and supported by theory. As Kristof-Brown and colleagues 
(2012) summarized, the fit literature has two distinctly different paradigms: one which sees fit as 
an individual’s internal feeling or perception (perceived fit paradigm) and one which sees fit as 
an interaction between person and environment (P-E fit paradigm; e.g., Cable and Judge, 1996, 
1997; Chatman, 1989; Pervin, 1968, 1987; Schneider, 1987). Measurement of fit using perceived 
fit is based on the perceived fit paradigm where fit was measured by directly asking individuals’ 
perception of the degree to which their specific characteristic (e.g., values) matches that of the 
organization. Subjective and objective fit are indirect measurements of fit in which the 
characteristics of the person and the environment were captured separately and a congruence 
index or measure of fit was calculated based on the data gained from two separate measures. 
Perceived fit is thought of as the cognitive representation of the person-environment fit, but 
because perceived fit allows for the greatest cognitive manipulation of individuals in that there 
are individual differences in the importance individuals put on various dimensions when 
evaluating fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Thus, direct fit/perceived fit better captures the 
aspects of match that most motivate behavior, making it more related to organizational outcomes 
compared to indirect measures of subjective fit and objective fit.  
It is also possible that perceived fit have stronger relationship with outcome variables due 
to common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003). Common method bias 
is a systematic measurement error that occurs when observed relationship is attributable to 
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measurement method rather than construct. Majority of the time, organizational outcomes such 
as job performance and job performance are measured using self-report. Thus, when perceived 
fit was used to assess value fit, respondents are asked to describe both their perception of fit and 
perception of organizational outcomes at same time in same context. Perceived fit have the 
greatest potential for common method bias through common rater effect and measurement 
context effect (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Subjective fit and objective fit obtain fit in different 
context (subjective fit and objective fit) and through different raters (objective fit), making them 
less vulnerable to common method bias. Alternatively, generally low reliability of difference 
scores (e.g., Johns, 1981; Edwards, 2001) can also cause significant difference in effect sizes 
when using direct fit (perceived fit) versus using indirect fit (subjective and objective fit). One 
way to calculate indirect fit score is to calculate difference score by subtracting respondents’ 
value score from organization’s value score. Low reliability will cause attenuation of effect size 
between two variables (e.g., Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Since reliability of difference score is 
often not reported in studies and are difficult to calculate, meta-analytic estimates of effect sizes 
are not corrected for unreliability of difference score.  
A final implication is that job satisfaction is a significant mediator of the effect of values 
(value scores and value fit) on job performance, suggesting that values operate through job 
satisfaction to influence job performance, and providing further evidence of the mediating role of 
job satisfaction on the relation between an individual’s perception of the organizational situation 
and workplace behaviors (e.g., Hulin & Judge, 2003; Crede et al., 2007). Further, the result of 
the mediation effect based on current studies provides one potential explanation for the current 
study’s finding that values are more related to job satisfaction than to job performance. In the 
case of the full mediation model, the relation between the independent variable (values) and 
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dependent variable (job performance) is the product of two path coefficients, or the relations: 
path coefficient of independent variable (values) to mediator (job satisfaction) × path coefficient 
of mediator (job satisfaction) to dependent variable (job performance). Since path coefficients 
are always smaller than one, the path coefficient of mediator to dependent variable is always 
smaller than one. Thus, the relation between independent variable (values) and mediator (job 
satisfaction) is stronger than the relation between independent variable (values) and dependent 
variable (job performance). Thus, the mediation effect provides one potential theoretical 
explanation of current study’s finding that values are more related to job satisfaction than to job 
performance. 
Implications for Practice 
 Despite theoretical propositions that values should be related to performance and 
persistence in work settings, values have generally been ignored in the employee selection 
literature (Barnhill, 2002). Values have yet to be fully reconsidered as a potential predictor in 
personnel selection. The present study strongly supports that values can be important predictors 
of organizational outcomes, especially job satisfaction, and may have criterion-related validities 
as high as or higher than other non-cognitive ability predictors (e.g., personality, Barrick & 
Mount, 1991; vocational interests, Nye et al., 2012). Many organizations use test batteries as part 
of personnel selection to try to predict potential candidates’ future performance. These test 
batteries consist of contents that are specifically related to the organization or position in terms 
of ability (e.g., verbal, quantitative, speed) and non-abilities such as personality (e.g., 
conscientiousness). The results of the present study suggests that values measures (and perceived 
fit in particular) may be useful additions to these selection methods. The finding of the current 
study showed that value fit is better predictor of job satisfaction and job performance compared 
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to direct value scores, which suggests practitioners should use value fit measures instead of 
direct value scores in selection. The utility of value fit measure in selection requires 
organizations to have an accurate picture of the core value of the organization or the position that 
they are hiring for. When a match between the organization’s values and the individual’s values 
can be identified, my findings indicate that these individuals are more likely to be satisfied with, 
and thus perform well in, the organization.  
The results of the current study also indicated that if value fit measures were used, value 
fit measured using perceived fit method is preferred over other types of value fit measures 
(subjective fit and objective fit). In practice, organizations could develop structured cases with 
different relevance to the organization’s actual cases, for which candidates respond how much 
they perceive to fit with the different cases to indicate the degree of match between the 
individual’s value fit and that of the organization. 
Also, the finding of the current study suggested that if direct value scores are used, basic 
value measure is a recommended predictor of job satisfaction over other value types (work value 
and cultural value), and work value measure is a recommended predictor of performance over 
other value types (basic value and cultural value). 
Limitation and Future Direction 
 The present meta-analysis provides a comprehensive review of the relationship between 
value and organizational outcomes, job satisfaction and job performance. I also attempted to look 
at moderators that influence the relation between values and organizational outcomes. 
Nonetheless, a number of questions were not examined because too few studies were available. 
For example, the number of studies on the relation between value and counter-productive work 
behavior (CWB) did not meet the minimum amount of studies (at least 3 studies per effect size). 
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CWB, as a part of the general category of work performance (Sackett, 2002), is closely related to 
other organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior 
(e.g., Dalal, 2005). Based on the relations between CWB and values that were found in previous 
research and findings from the present study, it is possible that values are also a predictor of 
CWB. However, previous research also suggested that perceived wrong (Andersson & Pearson, 
1999) leads to CWB, and individuals also engage in CWB as a way to gain or maintain power 
(Berdahl, 2007). Therefore, future research could help to determine the magnitude and 
characteristics of the relation between values and CWB.  
 Another future direction would be to assess the incremental validity of values in 
predicting organizational outcomes over and beyond other predictors such as cognitive ability, 
personality, and vocational interests. Past research had found support for cognitive ability, 
personality and interests as significant predictors of organizational outcomes such as job 
satisfaction and job performance (cognitive ability; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; personality; 
Barrick & Mount, 1991; interest; Van Iddekinge, Roth, Putka, & Lanivich, 2011; Nye et al., 
2012). It is important for theory and practice to study the incremental validity of values as a 
predictor of organizational outcomes relative to other predictors. In the process, future studies 
can also look into the strength and characteristic of each predictor in predicting different aspects 
of the organizational outcomes. Findings of the incremental studies can provide support to 
weighting and assessment designs in personnel selection. 
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TABLES 
 
Table 1. 
Number and Percentage of Excluded Studies by Inclusion Criterion 
Outcome/inclusion criterion k % 
Total studies identified for possible inclusion   
    Studies that passed all inclusion criteria 66 71.74 
    Studies that did not pass one or more inclusion criteria   
        1. Individual-level data criterion   
            Used unit-level data 1 1.09 
        2. Value criterion   
            Measured utility value instead of individual value 3 3.26 
            Measured organization-specific core value 1 1.09 
            Measurement of value included satisfaction 2 2.17 
            Measurement of value fit not clear 3 3.26 
        3. Performance criterion   
            Measurement of performance unclear or outcome of interest mixed with other criterion 2 2.17 
            Criterion was salary or position raise 1 1.09 
            Value were studied as selection criteria 2 2.17 
        4. Reporting of validity results criterion   
            Value was used as part of experimental material 1 1.09 
            Value was studied as the outcome 6 6.52 
            Could not extract necessary statistics to estimate validity 4 4.35 
Note. Percentages reflect the percent of excluded studies (total of 28) that were excluded due to each criterion. Table modeled after 
Van Iddekinge et al., 2011, Table 1. 
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Table 2.  
Meta-Analysis Result of Relation between Value and Organizational Outcomes 
            95% CI 80% CV 
% var 
explained   k N Avg r ρ SDρ Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Value score 41 17121 0.15 0.21 0.27 0.12 0.30 -0.14 0.56 0.05 
    Job Satisfaction 21 8663 0.22 0.30 0.34 0.16 0.45 -0.13 0.74 0.03 
            Work value 13 6488 0.18 0.26 0.25 0.12 0.40 -0.06 0.58 0.05 
            Basic value 6 1582 0.19 0.23 0.40 -0.09 0.56 -0.28 0.75 0.03 
    Job Performance 30 12384 0.11 0.14 0.19 0.07 0.22 -0.10 0.39 0.11 
        Overall performance 11 3616 0.13 0.19 0.22 0.05 0.33 -0.09 0.47 0.13 
            Work value 8 3091 0.15 0.24 0.19 0.10 0.39 -0.01 0.49 0.14 
        Task 3 811 0.08 0.09 0.28 -0.24 0.42 -0.27 0.45 0.07 
        OCB 11 5638 0.12 0.16 0.17 0.06 0.27 -0.06 0.38 0.11 
            Work value 5 2374 0.22 0.29 0.13 0.16 0.42 0.12 0.46 0.16 
            Basic value 3 1393 0.11 0.15 0.03 0.09 0.21 0.11 0.18 1.27 
            Cultural value 4 2090 0.06 0.08 0.10 -0.03 0.19 -0.05 0.21 0.23 
        Withdrawal 9 3304 -0.07 -0.09 0.17 -0.21 0.03 -0.12 0.30 0.15 
            Work value 8 2942 -0.04 -0.05 0.14 -0.16 0.06 -0.13 0.24 0.19 
Value fit 47 14467 0.31 0.38 0.30 0.29 0.47 -0.01 0.77 0.05 
    Job Satisfaction 36 12219 0.44 0.53 0.32 0.42 0.64 0.12 0.94 0.03 
            Direct: Perceived 17 6277 0.57 0.70 0.36 0.53 0.87 0.25 1.16 0.02 
            Indirect: Subjective 14 5156 0.35 0.43 0.11 0.37 0.50 0.29 0.58 0.21 
            Indirect: Objective 8 1441 0.12 0.15 0.11 0.05 0.25 0.00 0.29 0.37 
    Job Performance 37 10999 0.20 0.24 0.20 0.17 0.31 -0.02 0.50 0.11 
        Overall performance 11 2947 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.03 0.19 -0.04 0.25 0.32 
            Indirect: Objective 6 706 0.05 0.06 0.06 -0.05 0.16 -0.02 0.13 0.80 
        Task Performance 7 1235 0.06 0.06 0.10 -0.04 0.15 -0.07 0.18 0.42 
        OCB 9 2037 0.16 0.20 0.10 0.12 0.28 0.08 0.32 0.41 
            Direct: Perceived 6 1614 0.17 0.21 0.12 0.10 0.32 0.06 0.36 0.29 
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         Table 2 (cont.) 
           
        Withdrawal 23 7165 -0.27 -0.32 0.21 -0.42 -0.23 0.05 0.60 0.08 
            Direct: Perceived 8 2536 -0.35 -0.41 0.18 -0.54 -0.28 0.18 0.64 0.08 
            Indirect: Subjective 11 4262 -0.25 -0.30 0.21 -0.43 -0.17 0.03 0.58 0.07 
            Indirect: Objective 6 758 -0.08 -0.10 0.15 -0.25 0.05 -0.09 0.29 0.34 
Note. Number of samples (k) and total sample size (N) are provided in columns two and three, respectively. Column four presents the 
sample size weighted mean observed effect size. The fifth column contains the estimated true score correlation (ρ), followed by the 
standard deviation of this estimate in the sixth column (SDρ). The seventh and eighth columns present the lower and upper bounds of 
the 95% confidence intervals of effect size estimates. The ninth and tenth column present the lower and upper bound of the 80% 
credibility intervals, respectively, followed by the percentage of variance accounted for by the artifacts in the last column.  
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Table 3. 
Weighted Least Squares Regression Result for Moderator of Value Score-Outcome Criterion 
Related Validity Estimates 
Job satisfaction 
  B SE β t 
Intercept 1.00 .02  43.10** 
Value score type -.55 .12 -.70 -4.58** 
R2 = .51, adjusted R2 = .49 
Job Performance 
  B SE β t 
Intercept -.01 .07  0.09 
Value score type .16 .08 .31 2.00 
R2 = .10, adjusted R2 = .05 
Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error of B; β = 
standardized regression coefficient. Value score type was coded 0 if the study did not use 
work values, and was coded 1 if the study used work values.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
 
 
Table 4. 
Weighted Least Squares Regression Result for Moderator of Value Score-Outcome Criterion 
Related Validity Estimates 
Job satisfaction 
  B SE β t 
Intercept .41 .08  5.35** 
Value fit types .44 .09 .73 4.73** 
R2 = .37, adjusted R2 = .35 
Job Performance 
  B SE β t 
Intercept -.20 .06  -3.13** 
Value fit types -.04 .10 -.07 -0.45 
R2 = .00, adjusted R2 = .00 
Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error of B; β = 
standardized regression coefficient. Value fit types was coded 0 if the study did not use 
perceived value measure, and was coded 1 if the study used perceived value measure.  
* p < .05. ** p<.01. 
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FIGURES 
 
 
Figure 1. Theoretical relationships between value, motivations, and performance. 
Note. Notations adapted from Nye, Su, Rounds, Drasgow, 2012 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Comparison of meta-analytic estimates of value scores and value fit 
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Figure 3. Comparison of meta-analytic estimates for different value types and value fit types 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Mediation by job satisfaction of the effect of value scores on job performance 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Mediation by job satisfaction of the effect of value fit on job performance 
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APPENDIX 
 
Main Codes and Input Values for Primary Studies in Meta-Analysis 
Study N Criterion 
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or value fit 
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type 
Value fit  
type 
Value 
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rff 
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ryy 
Value 
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effect 
size 
rxy 
Value fit 
effect 
size 
rfy 
Adkins & Russell, 1997 163 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.86   -0.03 
Adkins, Ravilin, 
Meglino, 1996           
    Sample 1 114 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.64   0.17 
    Sample 2 100 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.60   -0.05 
     100 Withdrawal Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.61   -0.02 
    Sample 3 89 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.60   -0.05 
     89 Withdrawal Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.61   0.00 
Adkins, 2000 136 Withdrawal Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.77  -0.24 
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Amos, Weathington, 
2008 151 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.75 0.89   0.41 
 151 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.75 0.86   -0.37 
Army Report Ingerick, 
Diaz, Putka, 2009 514 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.61 0.03   
 487 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.61 0.19   
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 282 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.61 0.23   
 280 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.61 0.22   
 486 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.61 0.22   
 541 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.62   0.60 0.36   
Army Report Putka, 
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Overall 
performance Value fit   
Subjective 
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 668 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.87   0.37 
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Organizational 
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(indirect)   0.68 0.74   0.23 
 65 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.78 0.86   -0.64 
 65 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.78 0.74   0.65 
Cennamo, 2008 504 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.78 0.87   0.50 
 504 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.78 0.89   -0.39 
 
 
54 
 
Chan, Snape, 2012 350 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Cultural value   0.74   0.82 0.23   
Chang, Choi, Kim, 
2008 132 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.71   1.00 0.16   
Chatman, 1991 112 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.78 0.61   0.39 
 112 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.78 0.81   -0.33 
Chen, Kao, 2011 815 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Work value   0.77   0.79 0.35   
Cheng, Yang, Wan, 
Chu, 2013 377 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.82   0.82 0.64   
 377 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.82   0.87 -0.27   
Cohen, 2007 1328 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Cultural value   0.72   0.85 0.00   
De Clercq, 2006 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 -0.01  
 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 -0.12  
 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 -0.14  
 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 0.20  
 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 -0.13  
 591 Satisfaction Value score Basic value  0.84  0.85 0.13  
 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 0.01  
 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 -0.04  
 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 0.14  
 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 -0.20  
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 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 -0.10  
 591 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value  0.84  0.70 0.24  
Erdogan & Bauer, 2005 264 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.72   0.16 
 264 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.89 0.78   0.52 
Erdogan, Kraimer, 
Liden, 2004 267 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   0.81 0.86   0.19 
Feather, Rauter, 2004 154 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.83 0.76   0.53 
 154 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.83 0.70   0.06 
Flores, 2012  314 Satisfaction Value score Basic value   0.92   0.97 0.86   
George, Jones, 1996 336 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.85 0.91   0.40 
 336 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.85 0.86   -0.33 
Greenhaus, 1983 125 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.61 0.78   0.74 
Guo, 2012 362 Satisfaction Value score Cultural value   0.83   0.79 0.17   
 362 Withdrawal Value score Cultural value   0.83   0.77 -0.28   
Hamdan, 2011 558 
Overall 
performance Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.87 0.80  0.26 
 558 Satisfaction Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.87 0.67  0.36 
 558 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value  0.64  0.80 0.30  
 558 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value  0.57  0.80 0.22  
 558 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value  0.67  0.80 0.17  
 
 
56 
 
 558 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value  0.63  0.80 0.23  
 558 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value  1.00  0.80 0.14  
 558 Satisfaction Value score Work value  0.64  0.67 0.18  
 558 Satisfaction Value score Work value  0.57  0.67 0.15  
 558 Satisfaction Value score Work value  0.67  0.67 0.11  
 558 Satisfaction Value score Work value  0.63  0.67 0.13  
 558 Satisfaction Value score Work value  1.00  0.67 0.22  
Harris & Mossholder, 
1996 226 Satisfaction Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 0.28 0.84 
 226 Satisfaction Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 0.07 0.63 
 226 Satisfaction Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 0.08 0.71 
 226 Satisfaction Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 -0.04 0.70 
 226 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 -0.19 0.84 
 226 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 -0.12 0.63 
 226 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 -0.17 0.71 
 226 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Subjective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.82 -0.08 0.70 
Hinrichs, 1972 127 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.46   0.76 0.69   
 127 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.46   1.00 -0.37   
Hsu, 2001  40 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.87   0.60 0.53   
Hutcheson, 1999 126 
Task 
performance Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.77  0.01 
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 126 Satisfaction Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.71  -0.08 
 126 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.77  0.26 
 126 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.92  0.08 
 126 Withdrawal Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.59  0.15 
Jehn, Northcraft, Neale, 
1999 545 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.85 0.85   0.17 
 545 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.85 0.96   -0.18 
Kabasakal, 
Dastmalchian, Imer, 
2011 220 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Work value   0.84   0.72 0.33   
 220 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Cultural value   0.82   0.72 0.06   
 220 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Basic value   0.81   0.72 0.05   
 220 Satisfaction Value score Basic value   0.88   0.91 0.24   
 220 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.84   0.91 0.28   
Kalliath, Bluedorn, 
Strube, 1999 1358 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.78   0.80 0.27   
Lauver & Kristof, 2001 193 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.85   -0.55 
 193 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.84   0.61 
 193 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.84   -0.09 
 193 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.93   0.18 
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Lee, 2002 69 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.96   0.96 0.57   
Lepine, Crawford, 2010 245 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.70 0.83   0.44 
 245 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.70 0.90   0.21 
 245 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.70 0.93   0.29 
Livingstone, 1997 143 Satisfaction Value score Basic value   0.88   0.78 0.19   
 143 
Overall 
performance Value score Basic value   0.88   0.82 0.21   
 147 Satisfaction Value score Basic value   0.93   0.75 0.04   
Maynard, Parfyonava, 
2013           
    Sample 1 494 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.83   0.92 0.01   
    Sample 2 343 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.83   0.93 0.10   
    Sample 3 368 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.83   0.60 0.06   
Meglino et al., 1992 174 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.67   0.20 
Meglino, Ravilin, 
Adkins, 1991           
    Sample 1 124 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.60   0.27 
    Sample 2 102 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.60   0.19 
Meglino, Ravlin, 
Adkins, 1989           
    Sample 1 180 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.71   0.09 
    Sample 2 178 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.60   -0.09 
 178 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.81 0.61   0.04 
 178 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.67   0.22 
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 178 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 1.00   -0.13 
 178 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 1.00   -0.01 
 178 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.67   0.02 
 178 Withdrawal Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 1.00   -0.11 
 178 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 1.00   0.04 
Morris, 1995 675 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.89 0.88   0.45 
 675 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.89 0.73   -0.03 
 675 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.89 0.70   -0.38 
Netemeyer et al., 1997           
    Sample 1 91 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.88 0.69  0.41 
 91 Satisfaction Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.88 0.91  0.77 
    Sample 2 182 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.86 0.55  0.29 
 182 Satisfaction Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.86 0.94  0.50 
O'Reilly et al., 1991 1349 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.76 0.68   0.35 
 1349 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.76 0.84   -0.27 
Posner, 1992 1634 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.89 0.68   0.98 
Schultz, 2004 120 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.89 0.88   0.25 
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Shaw, Gupta, 2004 357 
Overall 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.60 0.07   
Sinar, 2001           
    Sample 1 147 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.61   -0.03 
 147 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.61   -0.15 
    Sample 2 101 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.61   0.04 
Sosik, 2009 218 
Overall 
performance Value score Basic value   0.75   0.80 -0.05   
 242 
Overall 
performance Value score Basic value   0.76   0.80 0.07   
Sparrow, 2010 416 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Work value   0.63   0.81 0.20   
 416 
Task 
performance Value score Work value   0.63   0.89 0.22   
Supeli & Creed, 2013 895 Satisfaction Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.90 0.71  0.34 
 895 Withdrawal Value fit  
Perceived 
fit (direct)  0.90 0.87  -0.31 
Swaney et al., 2012 242 
Task 
performance Value score Work value   0.62   0.84 0.19   
 242 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Work value   0.62   0.84 0.02   
 242 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.62   0.84 -0.04   
Taris, Feij, 2001 467 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.64   0.79 0.00   
 467 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.64   0.60 0.07   
Taris, Feij, Vianen, 
2005 969 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.63   0.61 0.02   
 969 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.63   0.80 -0.06   
Tepeci, 2001 326 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.79 0.89   0.61 
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 326 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.89   0.17 
 326 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.79 0.80   -0.54 
 326 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.80   -0.24 
 326 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.79 0.89   0.61 
 326 Withdrawal Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.79 0.80   -0.54 
Tsai, Chen, Chen, 2012 134 
Task 
performance Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.76  0.03 
 134 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit  
Objective 
(indirect)  1.00 0.93  0.22 
Ucanok, 2009 749 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Work value   0.80   0.81 0.12   
 749 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.76 0.81   0.09 
Vansteenkiste et al., 
2007 885 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.63   0.60 0.04   
Verquer, 2002 213 Satisfaction Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   0.91 0.93   0.13 
 213 Withdrawal Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   0.91 0.79   -0.05 
Vianen, Pater, Dijik, 
2007 94 Withdrawal Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 0.68   -0.35 
Wang, Chen, Hyde, 
Hsieh, 2010 112 Satisfaction Value score Work value   0.82   0.86 0.25   
 112 Withdrawal Value score Work value   0.82   0.61 -0.29   
Wang, Howell, 
Hinrichs, Prieto, 2010 192 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value score Cultural value   0.73   0.89 0.18   
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Weeks, 1989 239 
Task 
performance Value fit   
Objective 
(indirect)   1.00 1.00   0.01 
Welchans, 1996 484 Satisfaction Value fit   
Perceived 
fit (direct)   0.63 0.85   0.54 
Westerman, 1997 163 Satisfaction Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.58 0.91   0.44 
 163 Withdrawal Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.58 0.88   -0.53 
 163 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.58 0.95   0.07 
  163 
Overall 
performance Value fit   
Subjective 
(indirect)   0.58 0.91   0.05 
 
 
